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HS2 Community Forums 
 

The Community Forums were – we believe – intended for HS2 Ltd to engage with the local community.  In our view 

they did not achieve any benefits for our community and were only a mechanism for HS2 ltd to go through the 

motions and ‘tick a box’. 

 HS2 arbitrarily decided that Ickenham would be put into an area they called CFA6 and Harefield into an area 

called CFA 7. As the forums progressed it became apparent that the two neighbouring communities had the 

same issues and would be similarly blighted with construction sites and dumping of spoil.  Our roads and 

green areas were closely linked but in CFA6 forums we were unable to get answers on HS2 plans because 

they involved CFA7 and the HS2 CFA6 teams knew nothing of CFA7 details. (This situation has continued up 

to the current date and has burdened us with reading hundreds of documents for both CFA6 and CFA7.) 

 Ruislip was the largest community in CFA6 and had many detailed issues with HS2 plans: Ickenham was 

treated as an ‘add on’ comprising a few green fields. Ickenham however is a thriving community of 11,500 

residents and major issues affecting Ickenham were never discussed.  Significant adverse effects appeared 

subsequently in the Draft Environmental Statement and Environmental Statement  without any opportunity 

for discussion/clarification.– see emails  

 HS2 published notes of meetings which did not reflect what actually happened in the meetings – see emails  

 HS2 had obviously never visited the areas that they had chosen for their construction sites and dumping; 

there were many important errors in their plans. As Mr Smart HS2 Technical Director told us on Jan 15, 2015 

in Ruislip Golf Course car park during the Select Committee visit – “the plans were hastily put together…” 

 HS2 misinformed the community; for example they advised that the Northolt tunnel could not be extended 

because of the problems of going under the River Pinn ( a minor brook). An engineer privately advised that in 

fact the Heathrow Spur was the reason the tunnel could not be extended but HS2 were not prepared to 

divulge this fact. 

 HS2 arbitrarily stopped the Community Forums in Feb 13 and then Sept 13. There were many issues yet to 

be resolved/discussed but far worse was that within 2 months of previous meetings the Draft and final   

Environmental Statement were published with significant adverse effects to Ickenham never revealed….see 

below 
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HS2 Phase One Draft Environmental  Statement  & HS2 Information Events 
 

 The Draft ES contained indications of significant adverse effects in Ickenham which had not been mentioned 

or discussed in Community Forums.  

 HS2 stopped holding Community Forums after the Feb 2013 forum based upon a spurious reason of ‘purdah’ 

and then gave 3 days notice of an opportunity of a meeting at the 23 May Information Event.  

 It now appeared Ickenham would be severely blighted by HS2 plans but HS2 Ltd refused to hold a meeting 

for Ickenham residents in Ickenham. They chose to hold the DES Information Event with little notice in a 

location far from Ickenham and not reachable by public transport. After intervention by our MPs HS2 ltd 

provided a bus service from West Ruislip.   It was still left to our voluntary groups to publicise the Event. 

References: 

Appendix D Emails between HS2ltd and Ickenham Residents Association 6 September 2013 to 9 September 2013 

Appendix E  Letter from John  Randall to Alison Munroe dated 22 May 2013 and email from Lottie Jones to HS2 

Ltd dated 20 may 2013. 

Appendix G Email to N Hurd from Ickenham Residents Association 24 June 2013 

 

HS2 Phase One Environmental Statement November 2013 
 

This document contained many significant adverse effects on Ickenham which had not been discussed during 

the final Community Forum in September 2013.  

Communities and individuals were given minimal time to respond to the ‘Consultation’ – the rationale for 

this was that there was nothing unknown in the Statement. This was totally untrue – eventually the House of 

Lords agreed that the response time was not acceptable and additional time was given.  

The Statement contained over 50,000 pages – our area was impacted by two sets of documents CFA6 and 

CFA 7. It required a major effort to analyse the data and charts.  

HS2 had obviously never visited the areas that they had chosen for their construction sites and dumping; 

there were many important errors in their plans. As Mr Smart HS2 Technical Director told us on Jan 15, 2015 

in Ruislip Golf Course car park during the Select Committee visit – “the plans were hastily put together…” 

Reference: 

Appendix F Emails between Ickenham Residents Association and HS2 Ltd 6 January 2014 to 9 January 2014 

  

Consultation Responses 
 



Communities such as ourselves devoted much effort to analysing and developing response to the Draft and 

Final Environmental Statements.  

It appears it was a waste of effort and time. The responses  were totally ignored and disappeared into a set 

of meaningless pie charts and statistics thereby preventing those who were making decisions on this project 

getting access to the real information. 

Reference: 

Appendix H Ickenham Residents Association Consultation Response to Draft Environmental Statement 

  

Petitioning 
 

Our petitions were based on the data in the November 2013 Environmental Statement. We submitted our 

petitions in May 2014. We were given dates in June 2015 to present our petitions; our presentations were 

submitted in accordance with Select Committee rules and then 3 days beforehand HS2 sent us new sets of data 

which did  not match key data in the Environmental  Statement.  The HS2 QC and the HS2 team used the ‘new 

data’ to confuse petitioners and the Select Committee and reject the petitioner arguments. . However AP2 

published after our petitioning shows the original data in the original Environmental Statement. 

During the presentation of our petitions to the Select Committee the HS2 team made statements and 

commitments to the Select Committee which have not been upheld and not true.  

Examples: 

West Ruislip Safety Assessment 

HGV traffic movements on Ickenham High Road and Breakspear Road South 

Assessment of viability for pedestrian use of Chiltern Line bridge in Breakspear Road South 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



APPENDIX A 
 
Keri Brennan 
Hillingdon Against HS2 
17 Roundways 
Ruislip 
HA4 6EA 
 
27th November 2012 
 
Dear John Randall MP and Nick Hurd MP 

I am writing to you about the HS2 community forums. I would be grateful if you would raise these issues and 

concerns with HS2 Ltd and the Secretary of State for the Department of Transport. 

Our area, the London Borough of Hillingdon, is one of the worst affected in the country by both phase 1 and 2 of HS2 

and our forums have not been designed to enable the community to properly engage or seek reassurance. If they 

cannot support a community such as ours which could potentially be disrupted by construction of HS2 till 2033, then 

something is seriously amiss. 

We believe HS2 is out of control with unconditional support from the DfT – they are unmanaged and unaccountable 

– failing to listen or apologise for any error or lack of consideration. This attitude and arrogance is what is causing 

the polarisation in all discussions about HS2. Not the hard work and efforts of local people to protect and mitigate 

their local communities. 

HS2 Ltd do not communicate effectively – they only send information that shows them in a positive light. This is 

consistent with their role of promoting the scheme, but not consistent with them working for the good of the 

community. The forums clearly illustrate this remit is not working for the current stage of the project.  They cannot 

truly engage for the benefit of communities when their role is to promote the project regardless. 

HS2 Ltd do not apologise – when challenged they fail to respond or become selective about what they respond to. 

Rather than treating every issue and question fairly. Often FOIs go unanswered and complaints policies and 

challenge panels seem geared to protecting HS2 and the civil service. 

There is a limited interest and budget in mitigation and there is an absolute failure to consider and discuss the big 

picture of the HS2 scheme, despite the scheme not yet having passed through parliament or gaining royal assent. 

The community forums are more a drip feed process of information, rather than a genuine 2 way conversation, that 

could be communicated in a more effective and timely way. The forums should be used for real discussion and 

decision making about the project in a given area. 

What is wrong with our community forums? 

The Hillingdon community forums have a number of significant and difficult issues to deal with, caused by the 

approach HS2 Ltd are taking. It is important that these issues are raised within senior management of HS2, within 

the DfT and with local politicians to ensure that the community has the voice the Secretary of State and HS2 have 

promised. At the moment this is categorically not happening.  

Nor are the forums being used as a way that HS2 can identify and provide the information a community requires. If 

we tell HS2 our population is mainly elderly and cannot access information online, they still refuse to provide paper 

copies of consultation documents, response forms and maps for residents groups to share at meetings and so on. So 

despite knowing via community representatives, that the majority of directly affected residents are not online, they 

fail to provide paper alternatives. Sometimes taking weeks to respond to requests, even during the new consultation 

period. Why then engage with the community reps if they are not willing to listen to their input and make simple and 

reasonable steps towards engaging with the community. 



Failing to provide paper copies on request to community groups who are offering to distribute them within the 

community devalues the forums. It also suggests HS2 Ltd do not want to maximise responses from those most 

affected. 

When we asked our community forum team to put information in local libraries, it took 7 months and then they only 

put in maps (that were out of date within a week or so) with no contextual information, no background information, 

and crucially in a consultation period, no consultation documents. It was also agreed within forum that this would be 

done in liaison with our action group – this did not happen. 

When the forum asked HS2 Ltd to write to local residents ensuring they understood about the changes to the HS2 

plans following the announcement in January. They took 7 months (from the first forum in March until October) to 

write a letter that told residents nothing, but caused much confusion and upset. Many recipients were not even 

aware the letter was from HS2, they just thought it was about HS2. The letter basically said “your forum has told us 

you might not know about HS2, if you want to know anything ring this number or email me”. In no way did it achieve 

anything requested by the forum. We wanted residents to be updated on the plans, many residents are unsure 

about the tunnel and whether their home is now “safe”. When we pointed out to the HS2 official who sent the letter 

that it was not what the forum requested. He claimed it was a great success as some people had rung him. What his 

letter did not achieve was a basic level of understanding throughout the community. If someone did not want to 

ring, or did not know there level of understanding was incomplete, they are none the wiser. When we asked the 

official who sent the letter why the letter did not inform residents that they were no longer entitled to apply the 

Exceptional Hardship Scheme, a common misunderstanding in Ruislip, his response was “well I’m not going to tell 

them that am I!” As far as we know no one in Ickenham (even on the Greenway) or Harefield received a letter. He 

also sent the letter to only one side of some streets in Ruislip. 

Additionally, HS2 have only written to a very limited number of homes about the consultation roadshow, citing the 

incorrect venue. Despite having around 2 weeks to notify residents of a change of venue they have failed to do so. 

The change of venue is due to HS2 not confirming their original booking. With less than a week to go, no corrected 

leaflet has arrived. 

Definition of communities 

There is a fundamental problem with the way the forums have been set up, they do not recognise actual 

communities. They have designed the fora around the maps they have used and do not shape the forums to fit 

communities but the forums to fit maps.  

For example Harefield and HOAC in the borough of Hillingdon sit in a forum separate from the rest of the borough. 

Many of the discussions about road closures etc. in that forum impact on the rest of the borough but the rest of the 

borough are not involved in these discussions and are managed by a different HS2 team. 

This issue is worsened by the fact that compensation events for the new consultations are not recognising 

communities. For example Harefield within Hillingdon has no consultation roadshow, nor does Denham or Ealing. All 

of these areas will need to access the Ruislip roadshow, it is worth noting for Harefield residents this will involve a 45 

minute bus ride in December. HS2 Ltd. have offered shuttle bus services from Denham to a roadshow in Bucks but 

ignored Harefield again. 

Another example of this causing problems is that 2 forums (Colne Valley and Ruislip and Ickenham) for the same 

community with the same MP, action groups and local authority were arranged on the same date, HS2 claimed this 

was to fit round a Parish council meeting in Bucks, but this approach stopped Hillingdon having proper engagement 

during a whole round of fora. As they only occur every 2-3 months this is a key issue.  

Agenda and Forum Process  



HS2 send agendas for the Colne Valley forum at the last minute and any further details were last time sent at 6pm 

the evening before, despite the forum being planned months in advance.  

HS2 unilaterally plan agendas that are not for or driven by the community. For instance they spent a considerable 

portion of a recent forum presenting the national code of construction practice. A national standard that seeks no 

input at a community level.  At the point the presentation was put on the agenda, local construction sites were not 

identified meaning the presentation, at this stage,  is meaningless at a community level in every way. 

At both forums the agenda is set by HS2 and is not long enough to cover all the areas on the agenda properly. For 

instance scheduling for one, 2 hour forum: an environmental update, an engineering update, a presentation on the 

Code of Construction Practice and another presentation on noise. Not to mention reviewing the minutes and action 

points. 2 hours every 2-3 months for numerous representatives from the local community is not enough to cover 

these topics in any depth or meaningful way. In reality what happens is presentations are rushed through, topics 

skimmed over,  with HS2 staff who are getting short tempered or irritable to be working late, whilst numerous 

community reps give up their time, knowledge and interest for free and behave with great dignity. 

Misrepresentation of information 

A classic example of this is when an HS2 official talked the forum through the compensation consultation. He used 

slides that stated “one key change” to the Hardship Scheme and discussed one change that was relatively positive. 

When it was pointed out there were other key changes, including increasing the qualifying period by 200%, they said 

oh yes, there is that change as well. However, the point is they were presenting the compensation consultation to 

the community forum in a misleading way, and without challenge would have left a false impression. I believe these 

slides are being used nationally! 

Another time they misrepresented information was during a noise presentation. A great concern to residents near 

the line is the high pass by noise of high speed trains. It is really important that any noise measure recognises the 

peaks of noise rather than an average over time. In the forum they claimed a noise measure they propose to use is 

“not an average”. When the forum challenged this, the noise consultant became agitated and raised his voice and 

pointed his finger.  In HS2 Ltd.’s own documents this noise measure is referred to as an average (we can provide 

further details on this). 

Minutes and Official Records 

HS2 Ltd. provide no minutes just meeting notes. The failure of HS2 Ltd to arrange professional minute takers or even 

better to record the meetings means there is no accurate record of the content of the meetings. But also the tone.  

When the meeting notes state “the forum commented”, it should potentially read: the forum were disturbed, 

distressed, outraged, shocked etc. Instead all meaning is lost. 

Not only is the tone lost but often the detail, and although HS2 are loathe to admit it, the devil is in the detail. Some 

classic examples of how the minutes do not represent the content of the meetings at all: 

Noise Presentation – in relation to the example above, there is no reference to the discusson of whether the noise 

measure mentioned above is an average in the appropriate meeting notes. 

Tunnel Portal meeting – at a Ruislip and Ickenham forum a specific meeting was requested by the forum to discuss 

the Ickenham  tunnel portal and the reason why the tunnel ends where it does. The chair of the forum clearly agreed 

an action point that dates would be circulated to all forum members. The forum team then decided to arrange the 

whole event around 2 forum members who had not requested the meeting, at an inappropriate venue (Café Rouge!) 

when we highlighted to them that this was an inappropriate venue and asked why they had arranged the meeting 

around 2 attendees only, and not the whole forum or those who were most affected by the portal (e,,g Ickenham 

Residents Association and the Golf and Rifle Clubs) they claimed that was who had requested the meeting. This is 

incorrect and shows how their meeting notes lead to misunderstanding, incorrect actions and more issues to the 



local community. It is worth noting we have finally had this meeting after waiting 7 months, and no useful or new 

information was provided. 

LBH council issues – at the last community forum the environmental HS2 rep gave the forum the impression that 

they were working closely with our local council. Luckily on this one occasion, reps from the council were attending 

as observers and were able to correct the false impression that was being given. HS2 failed to acknowledge this at all 

in the meeting notes, and gave yet another false impression of the content of the forum. Despite the council since 

following up and asking for corrections to the meeting notes this has not been forthcoming. 

London Underground – when discussing the Ickenham tunnel portal and the Colne Valley viaduct HS2 stated that 

they could not put a junction underground. A forum member stated that the whole of the London underground is 

underground junctions and the meeting moved on. In the meeting notes there is a whole section on how HS2 

explained about the nature of LU junctions and how HSR junctions are different. This did not occur they have added 

this in, in hindsight. 

In some ways the minutes are used there to write an account of how HS2 Ltd. wish the meetings had gone and to 

add in the comments/details they wish they had thought of at the time.  It may be good to provide additional 

information, but it must be clear it was not part of the meeting and is added after the event.  

Public meeting – the meeting notes from the Ruislip and Ickenham September forum clearly state that HS2 Ltd 

would engage with communities through attendance at public meetings with residents associations. It is not clear 

why that is in the meeting notes as this was not discussed within the meeting. More serious though is that in the 

same month HS2 Ltd. refused that very type of engagement, for Ruislip and Ickenham, stating that our forums are 

too challenging and therefore currently we are not going to have one. So it appears they want on record a 

willingness to participate in public meetings at the same time that they are refusing to actually do that at all. 

Attitude and Ability of HS2 Ltd. Staff 

As I have alluded to throughout this letter there are a variety of issues regarding HS2 staff. A key issue at the Ruislip 

and Ickenham Forum is inexperienced young staff, who have no empathy and consideration.  

One engineer, lost his thread when presenting, to the point that he could not read his own maps, and therefore left 

the forum confused and unclear on the key information being discussed. He admitted to never having actually 

worked on tunnel construction but only design. At the same forum there was also the misrepresentation of the 

relationship with the council. Neither of these incidents are recorded in the meeting notes.  

It is also worth noting a senior member of the HS2 engagement team was present, Lisa Levy. She did not once 

intercept to raise the quality of the meeting or the information provided. At the end she explained to forum 

members, our staff need to grow and develop their careers. Forum members replied “we are not guinea pigs”. 

When questions are asked officials make comments like “what you mean is” or “what you want to know is” and 

frequently attempt to rephrase the question instead of allowing forum members to state their own viewpoint. 

HS2 Ltd staff are collected by large numerous taxis from the Ruislip and Ickenham forum (despite it being just a few 

minutes walk from the tube station). At the same time no expenses are paid to community reps even those who 

need babysitting or support for disabled/elderly relatives to attend. I believe this cannot be in accordance with the 

Equality Act (2010).  

I have alluded to the fact that one HS2 rep became aggressive when discussing noise and that this is not reflected in 

the meeting notes at all.  

Actual outputs of community forums 



Apart from causing massive frustration and additional stress and pressure to the local community, it is hard to see 

what the useful output has been of these meetings. There has been no input from the community forum that the 

HS2 staff have reported back on and informed us of how our input has added value or informed their plans. 

In a paper exercise, months after HS2 started sound monitoring, they have asked us to suggest potential sound 

monitoring locations, but we will not be allowed to know if they are used or not due to confidentiality. They have 

also failed to provide the back up information the forum requested them to enable them to participate. 

HS2 has put footpaths on the agenda. They then decided time was too short so all we were left with was a 

spreadsheet listing some affected footpaths. In Hillingdon there is no Local Access Forum so there is no real work on 

footpaths being done with the community by HS2. When we asked them to show us their footpath proposals on 

maps, with the temporary and permanent changes clearly shown so we could input and discuss, this did not happen 

and was not referred to again by staff. 

I hope you can see that we have forums that are not delivering on any level. With no visible or measurable use of all 

the effort, input and information the local community provide what is the point of a community forum? 

As this area will potentially have HS2 works ongoing until 2033 HS2 need to gain trust of the community and the 

community reps that participate in the forum. They need to apologise when they get things wrong, they need to 

achieve everything they promise, they need to feedback on what has been done and they need to actually listen to 

the forums and involve them with the plans, not just present fait accompli after fait accompli. They need to send 

staff that can engage not alienate local people and they need to ensure their staff are fully briefed and able to 

present detailed information effectively.  

As long as HS2 fail to do this the community forums will continue to be a dismal failure at community engagement. 

More importantly they will fail to ensure any mitigation or improvements for our area are successfully achieved. 

I would ask that you raise these issues and ensure that the Secretary of State and the HS2 Ltd. Senior Management 

Team realise that this is the situation. The community forums are eroding trust and credibility more and more and 

only a real commitment to engagement from HS2 can change this.  The community can do no more than it already is. 

Yours sincerely 

 

Keri Brennan,  Chair – Hillingdon Against HS2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



APPENDIX B 

 

To: peter.fry@hs2.org.uk; natalie.kirkwood@hs2.org.uk 
CC: ickenhamresidents@hotmail.com; nick.hurd.mp@parliament.uk 
Subject: FW: Further meeting request CRM:0064055 
Date: Wed, 3 Apr 2013 19:36:50 +0100 

 

From Ickenham Residents Association 
 
 
To Peter Fry HS2 Ltd 

cc Nick Hurd MP 

Re: Further meeting request CRM:0064055 Your email dated 21 March 2013 
 
At the last Community Forum we specifically requested another forum meeting and the participants 
agreed that April 11 would be a convenient date. 
 
Your Mr Leeks suggested there would be a'purdah' on forum meetings around the local elections. We 
contacted the Cabinet Office and and their advice does not prohibit such a meeting. LBH also confirm there 
is no reason not to hold the meeting because of the elections. 
 
Since these forum meetings started the issues and concerns for our community have increased 
immeasurably. We are being offered no solutions and the number of outstanding actions increases.  
 
We cannot understand this email. Please organise this meeting as requested. 
 
Brian Adams 
07831 309 631 
 
On behalf of the Ickenham Residents' Association 

 

From: natalie.kirkwood@hs2.org.uk 
To: natalie.kirkwood@hs2.org.uk 
Subject: Further meeting request CRM:0064055 
Date: Thu, 21 Mar 2013 14:38:28 +0000 

Dear forum member, 

At the last Community Forum meeting you asked us to look further at whether another meeting could be 
held prior to the consultation on the draft Environmental Statement, specifically on 11 April. 

We have looked again at the possibility of holding a meeting on this date and feel that it is too close to our 
previous meeting for any new or emerging information to be shared with the group. 



It has however been agreed that we can offer forum members a briefing during the consultation events in 
the local area. 

We will be in touch with you as soon as we can with more information on this briefing session. 

Kind regards, 

Natalie 

Natalie Kirkwood|London Metropolitan Community and Stakeholder Advisor|HS2 Ltd 

Tel: 020 7944 0533 | Mobile: 07584 142 170 |Natalie.Kirkwood@HS2.org.uk | www.hs2.org.uk | 
Registered office Eland House, Bressenden Place, London, SW1E 5DU 

  

This email is scanned and cleared by Websense. HS2 Ltd is registered in England and Wales. Registration 
Number 06791686, Registered office High Speed Two (HS2) Ltd, 2nd Floor, Eland House, Bressenden Place, 
London SW1E 5DU England.  
This email is sent subject to our disclaimer which can be accessed via our website at 
http://www.hs2.org.uk/policies 

  

From: ickenhamresidents@hotmail.com 

To: peter.fry@hs2.org.uk 

CC: rpuddifoot@hillingdon.gov.uk 

Subject: HS2 Community Forum 25 February 2013 

Date: Sun, 24 Mar 2013 11:17:28 +0000 

Dear Mr Fry  

 

HS2 Community Forum 25 February 2013  

Forum Draft Meeting notes:  

 

Action 18. HS2 to confirm the range, dates and locations of the traffic surveys and confirm whether this 

information can be released before the Draft ES consultation. HS2 to respond within 3 weeks. Post-meeting note: 

HS2 Ltd is unable to release this information at this stage. This information will be available in the final ES.  

 

During the Traffic Assessment presentation at the last forum meeting it was stated that baseline data for the 

Environmental Study for Ickenham was carried out in June 2012. We requested that we have access to this 

baseline data in whatever format it was available. Ickenham Residents Association reviews all planning 

applications for our area and has considerable experience in analysing traffic movements. The Ickenham road 

system is complex as it provides the connection between north and south of the London Borough of Hillingdon 

and other parts of north west London, as well as being used by drivers going onto and leaving the M25 and A40.  

 

We are disappointed to read in the draft meeting notes – without explanation – that the data will not be made 

available to us.  

 

We have been led to believe Community Forums are to help HS2 Ltd and community groups discuss and help 

each other resolve problems. However, this is not possible when vital information held by HS2 Ltd is withheld 

from community groups and will only be made available when published for consultation. HS2 Ltd is fully aware 

that at that advanced stage it becomes extremely difficult to have amendments made.  

 

mailto:Natalie.Kirkwood@HS2.org.uk
http://www.hs2.org.uk/
http://www.hs2.org.uk/policies


Once again, it calls into question the value of these meetings to communities and reinforces the widely held 

belief that it is simply an expensive time consuming boxing ticking exercise on the part of HS2 Ltd.  

 

We look forward to receiving your response 

 

June Reyner 

 

On behalf of the Ickenham Residents' Association 

 

APPENDIX C 
 
From: Lottie Jones <jones.lottie@gmail.com> 
Date: Fri, Mar 22, 2013 at 12:16 PM 
Subject: Re: Continued CRM:0054073 
To: Peter Fry <peter.fry@hs2.org.uk>, Natalie Kirkwood <Natalie.Kirkwood@hs2.org.uk> 
Cc: randallj@parliament.uk, alison.munro@hs2.org.uk 
 
 
Dear Peter, 
 
I don't feel you have properly addressed many of the issues in my email and I am disappointed with your 
response. 
 
Community Forums. 
Your attempts to capture the content of meetings is still failing. The current set of notes are still not an accurate 
reflection of the last meeting and it would seem that you are very selective in what you have included - 
particularly, there is no reference to the heated discussion over the 'safeguarded' area of South Ruislip which 
led to a formal complaint against Clinton Leeks.Given that you were aware of the complaint,I am astonished 
that there is no mention of the incident in the notes - it was for many, the most notable point of the meeting 
and I am appalled that there is no reference to it. 
A deliberate attempt not to make public anything that reflects badly on HS2 Ltd? 
I will send my amendments to the last meeting notes in due course. 
 
Not only am I not satisfied that Natalie did not receive my last amendments - now that she has had them, 
changes have not been made to those that have appeared on the HS2 Ltd website. 
 
'sometimes we are unable to capture everything which is why we circulate the meeting notes to 

members in case there is anything needs to be added or modified'  
 
This is clearly not working as amendments are being ignored. Once again this is the prime reason why 
these meetings need to be recorded properly. 
I'd like to remind you that you are paid to attend these meetings and a simple part of your job is to 
record them accurately(or at least one of the many members of staff that you bring with you.)Why 
should community members who are volunteering have to waste their valuable time going over your 
inaccuracies when the meetings can easily be recorded properly? 
 
I reiterate - the more this situation persists the more obvious it is that HS2 Ltd have adopted a policy of not 

allowing any meeting to be accurately recorded because you will continue to perpetuate the myth that these 
meetings are 'a success'. 
 
This situation needs to change and we would like a more satisfactory solution. 
 

mailto:jones.lottie@gmail.com
mailto:peter.fry@hs2.org.uk
mailto:Natalie.Kirkwood@hs2.org.uk
mailto:randallj@parliament.uk
mailto:alison.munro@hs2.org.uk


The website still displays the meeting notes as 'minutes' which in itself is misleading.There is still nothing on the 
website to state that the forum members have not agreed them - as was discussed and agreed to at a previous 
meeting. 
 
Resources. 
 
where material is technical or requires explanation it will be brought to the meeting and tabled. 
 
So far there has been little material that has been presented at meetings that has been too 'technical' for us to 
understand.You clearly underestimate the intelligence of the forum members.We still request materials in 
advance in order for relevant questions to be prepared and therefore save valuable time at meetings. 
 
Bi laterals 
 
I have received no complaints from the meetings with local residents. If they need anything clarified I am happy 
to do this over the phone, email or to visit them again. Follow-up maps have now been sent to the specific 
resident you refer to, by recorded delivery, as the previous two sets of information were not received. 
 
You have been contacted and chased up by some of these residentS.I have had complaints from several 
residents (from Almond Close, Roundways,Lawn Close and Herlwyn Avenue) that have contacted me about 
your bi-lateral meetings. These people have told me they have no confidence in you or HS2 Ltd. 
I am assured by several residents that they would not invite you back to their homes and  have no wish to speak 
to you again and have asked me to tell you that to date they still have not received materials that were 
promised to them back in 2012 - by recorded delivery or otherwise.It is simply not true that information has 
been sent out to them. 
 
Future meetings. 
 
As per my email yesterday to you and Natalie ( please acknowledge receipt) the forum does not accept 
suspension of our next forum.I still await confirmation that a meeting will be held during April as a 'briefing' will 
not be an acceptable substitute. 
Please also confirm the date and venue of the environmental consultation event in Ruislip. 
 
Staff. 
 
I do not feel that my complaint against Clinton Leeks has been dealt with satisfactorily by Alison Munro and I 
shall be following this up with her. 
 
We would like assurances that your staff understand that when they visit our community they should come to 
meetings prepared to show respect and sensitivity to residents who's homes and lives have been so blighted by HS2 
Ltd. 
 
Traffic information 
 
You have ignored my request for construction traffic information in the Ruislip area. The traffic assessment 
presentation did not include this information and has been asked for at previous forums. 
You clearly have this information as it was discussed at the RRA meeting and I repeat my request for it to be sent to 
forum members.Other forums, including The Colne Valley, have had similar information made available to them, 

months ago and therefore well before the consultation on the draft Environmental Statement. 
 
I will not be letting these matters drop - these are the sorts of detail that are extremely important to the people 
involved in the forums and the many hundreds of residents they represent.  
 
I look forward to a more fruitful response from you. 
On behalf of Ruislip Against HS2 
 



Lottie Jones. 
 
 
On Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 3:17 PM, Peter Fry <peter.fry@hs2.org.uk> wrote: 
Dear Lottie, 

  

Natalie has been in touch with our IT department who have confirmed that our servers did not receive those two 
emails. She is currently liaising with them over why the emails were not received and we hope to get to the bottom 
of the issue shortly. 

  

Community Forums 

We try to capture the content of meetings as accurately as possible, sometimes we are unable to capture everything 
which is why we circulate the meeting notes to members in case there is anything needs to be added or modified. 
We will update the website as quickly as possible. 

  

We have said at past meetings that we will try to get materials to forum members prior to meetings where 
appropriate but, as previously stated, where material is technical or requires explanation it will be brought to the 
meeting and tabled. 

  

The length and frequency of community forum meetings will remain as currently constituted. As stated at the last 
meeting, we are exploring whether a further meeting can be held during purdah or otherwise. The proposed 
meeting on April 11 has not yet been scheduled because of this. 

  

Bilateral Meetings 

I have received no complaints from the meetings with local residents. If they need anything clarified I am happy to 
do this over the phone, email or to visit them again. Follow-up maps have now been sent to the specific resident you 
refer to, by recorded delivery, as the previous two sets of information were not received. 

  

Regarding public meetings, I was invited to brief the Ruislip Residents Association on the current status of HS2 and 
the next steps, as part of one of their regular meetings. It was not a public meeting as such, even though the RRA 
allowed the local community to attend the HS2 part of their meeting. 

  

Staff 

The number of staff brought to meetings is dependent on the size and type of the meeting. Prior to the RRA meeting 
we were told there could be 100+ people attending so I brought the whole team along in case people had queries 
after the presentation. 

mailto:peter.fry@hs2.org.uk


  

I have been informed that our CEO will be responding to you separately on the matter of the complaint. 

  

Traffic Assessments 

A presentation on how we carry out traffic assessments was requested at the previous forum and this is what was 
brought to the meeting. The specific traffic assessment to this area will be part of the consultation on the draft 
Environmental Statement, which will be made available in the spring. 

  

Thank you for taking the time to write in and reflect your concerns, please do come back to me if you have any 
further queries. 

  

Peter. 

  

  

From: Lottie Jones [mailto:jones.lottie@gmail.com]  
Sent: 26 February 2013 21:51 

To: Peter Fry; Natalie Kirkwood 
Subject: Continued 

  

1) CONT. 

  

I also find it unacceptable that the amended notes have not appeared on the HS2 website for the last meetings. 
Where not approved by us it was requested and agreed that the website would read that the forum members 
had not agreed the meeting notes. This has not been done.I also note that the website clearly lists 'MINUTES' 
not meeting notes. In any other situation minutes are expected to be accurate and this ongoing argument 
about what constitutes an accurate reflection of the meetings should and could have been easily resolved after 
a whole year. 

  

The more this situation persists the more obvious it is that HS2 Ltd have adopted a policy of not allowing any 
meeting to be accurately recorded because you will continue to perpetuate the myth that these meetings are 'a 
success'. 

  

mailto:jones.lottie@gmail.com


2) The resources provided for the meetings have not been sent far enough in advance.Time limits set are not 
being kept to and maps are still on a scale that is far too small. Your presentation at RRA meeting was a prime 
example of  

poor presentation of information - maps were ridiculously small and the majority of the audience couldn't 
follow what was  

shown. 

  

I would like to request in future that all presentations are sent to us in electronic form and again that maps are 
on a larger scale. 

  

This follows on from the very serious matter of maps being inaccurate and staff very poorly informed at the 
compensation consultation last year.I sincerely hope the next events you are planning are of a higher and more 
informative standard. 

I have also had complaints that your individual meetings with residents have left people more confused and 
angry at your lack of information or ability to answer questions that really mattered to them. 

I understand there are several residents still waiting for follow up notes, maps and information to be sent to 
them. 

  

3) We have in the past asked for longer and more regular meetings.It is still obvious that far too much is trying 
to be squeezed into each meeting and there isn't nearly enough time given to cover each subject.Indeed we are 
often cut short by the chair because of time constraints which is unacceptable. 

Many of the presentations are too generic and don't cover enough relevant local information. So I am amazed 
that HS2Ltd are suggesting postponing meetings this year. 

As discussed at the meeting we will not be satisfied with this and expect meetings to keep to schedule. I do not 
accept that purdah is the reason not to engage with the community particularly as you stated that bi lateral 
meetings would still be possible in the coming months.Please confirm the meeting we have set for April 11th. 

Given that we have repeatedly requested you attend public meetings in Ruislip and Miranda Carter's explicit 
explanation that public meetings are not company policy,I would like an explanation as to why you then agreed 
to speak at a meeting of RRA and are  

stating you would be more than happy to attend similar events? This is a huge contradiction on your so called 
policy and again infuriating that we have wasted time getting nowhere at meetings discussing this. 

  

4) Staff. It would seem as each meeting goes by we are graced with the presence of more and more HS2 Ltd 
staff ( at least 10 of you at last meeting)some of unexplained position and who seem to serve very little purpose 
other than to overcrowd meeting rooms and spend their time sighing with obvious boredom and disdain for 
those who have legitimate concerns to air. 



  

Please note we will be making a formal complaint about Clinton Leeks and his appalling attitude towards forum 
members regarding the very important issue of  safeguarding at Rabournmead Drive.There has clearly been an 
error with mapping and information for this area of Ruislip and the hugely important point we were making 
about the impact this has on a community was completely misunderstood,undermined and dismissed. 

We do not expect to be laughed at and comments such as 'I could explain further but what's the point' are 
wholly inappropriate and  

unprofessional from a senior member of your staff.We would like an apology at the next meeting and 
clarification of the situation regarding this safeguarding along with assurances that residents have been clearly 
informed. 

  

5) Please forward the information requested about expected construction traffic vehicles and routes from 
Northolt / Victoria Road via Pembroke Road and West End Road as discussed at the RRA meeting.It was this 
relevant detail that a lot of forum members were expecting as part of this meeting when a 'traffic' presentation 
was offered.This is an obvious example of how meeting time is taken up with laborious presentation of 
information that could be sent to us in advance so we can ask relevant questions and put the information into a 
local context. 

  

I am having to send this as a follow to meetings since many of my points lapse from one meeting to the next 
and also because the meetings are so overrun by time and content there is too little opportunity to keep 
important detail reined in. 

There is I'm sure much more to add but this email is in danger of never ending. 

I have sent this from my personal email to ensure delivery. 

I would appreciate both acknowledgement of receipt of this email and a response to all of the points raised 
please. 

  

On behalf Ruislip Against HS2 

Lottie Jones 

Click here to report this email as spam. 

 

This email is scanned and cleared by Websense. HS2 Ltd is registered in England and Wales. Registration 
Number 06791686, Registered office High Speed Two (HS2) Ltd, 2nd Floor, Eland House, Bressenden Place, 
London SW1E 5DU England.  
This email is sent subject to our disclaimer which can be accessed via our website at 
http://www.hs2.org.uk/policies 

https://www.mailcontrol.com/sr/MZbqvYs5QwJvpeaetUwhCQ==
http://www.hs2.org.uk/policies


APPENDIX D 
 

 

From:  ickenham residents (ickenhamresidents@hotmail.com) This sender is in your contact list.  

Sent: 09 September 2013 09:41:52 

To: Peter Fry (peter.fry@hs2.org.uk)  

Cc: Natalie Kirkwood (natalie.kirkwood@hs2.org.uk)  

Dear Mr Fry 
  
Thank you for the agenda. We would like the following covered in this meeting. 
  
1) What is the purpose of the Community Forums ? 
  
We have been faithfully attending the Forums representing over 3500 households in Ickenham and to date 
nothing has been achieved for our community. HS2 Ltd have not been open with us - the contents of the Draft 
Environmental Statement dated May 2013 provided major  and terrible surprises for us on construction sites, 
construction routes, construction times.  HS2 Ltd must have known this at the February CF and it probably 
explains why you refused to have the April 11 meeting as we requested. 
  
2) Draft Environment Statement May 2013 and update by Alison Munro 24 July 2013 
  
+ what are the construction routes ? 
+ what are the construction times ? 
+ what does 'sustainable placement of material locally' mean 
+ why can't HS2 Ltd provide of  detailed data on air emissions, noise emissions from construction traffic (we 
have made our own calculations based upon freely available models) 
+ why can't HS2 Ltd provide data on the impact on local economies from the gridlock the construction traffic 
will create 
+ we still don't understand purpose of the Heathrow to Euston spur - HS2's service specification shows no 
traffic from Heathrow - Old Oak- Euston and the planned 18 trains an hour leaves no capacity to use such a 
service. This continues to confuse the arguments over extending the tunnel. 
+ operational noise - why has HS2 Ltd totally disregarded WHO guidelines (noise maps in DES show continuous 
sound levels between 55 db and 70 db for Ickenham.   

According to the World Health Organisation guidelines on Community Noise it should not exceed 50 dB 

during the day “to protect the majority of people from being moderately annoyed during the daytime”.   At 

night it should not be more than 40 dB at night.  However the WHO also says that “most countries in 

Europe have adopted 40 dB as the maximum allowable level for new developments”. According to the 

WHO “the lower value [of 40 dB] should be considered the maximum allowable sound pressure level for all 

new developments whenever feasible”. Also the WHO does not view the use of the continuous sound level 

method alone as adequate when “there are distinct events to the noise such as with aircraft or railway 

noise”. For such intermittent noise sources the WHO recommends that “measures of the individual events 

should be obtained in addition”.  

  

We would also like to point out that we are not' Ickengham'  as written on your published agenda." 
 
 
 
June Reyner 

https://dub118.mail.live.com/mail/Contacts.mvc?SearchEmailKeyword=ickenhamresidents%40hotmail.com&n=637111098


  
On behalf of the Ickenham Residents' Association 

 
  

 
From: peter.fry@hs2.org.uk 
CC: natalie.kirkwood@hs2.org.uk 
Subject: South Ruislip/Ickenham Community Forum Meeting AGENDA 
Date: Fri, 6 Sep 2013 14:01:40 +0000 

Dear forum member,  

Please find the agenda for the upcoming community forum meeting on 16 September attached. The action 
tracker will follow next week. 

  

The forum will take place at the Barn Hotel from 7-9.15pm. If you have any queries please do come back to me. 
I am out of the office now until 11 September so if your query is urgent please email Natalie at 
Natalie.kirkwood@hs2.org.uk otherwise I will deal with your query on my return. 

Peter.  

 
Peter Fry | Area Stakeholder Manager – London Metropolitan | HS2 Ltd   

Tel: 020 7944 0620 | Mobile: 07766 367138 | peter.fry@hs2.org.uk | Facebook | 
Twitter | LinkedIn 

High Speed Two (HS2) Limited, 2nd Floor, Eland House, Bressenden Place, London SW1E 5DU  | www.hs2.org.uk  

This email is scanned and cleared by Websense. HS2 Ltd is registered in England and Wales. Registration 

Number 06791686, Registered office High Speed Two (HS2) Ltd, 2nd Floor, Eland House, Bressenden Place, 

London SW1E 5DU England. This email is sent subject to our disclaimer which can be accessed via our website 

at http://www.hs2.org.uk/policies 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:Natalie.kirkwood@hs2.org.uk
mailto:peter.fry@hs2.org.uk
https://www.facebook.com/HS2Ltd
http://www.twitter.com/HS2ltd
http://www.linkedin.com/company/high-speed-two-hs2-ltd
http://www.hs2.org.uk/
http://www.hs2.org.uk/policies


APPENDIX E 
 
 
From: Randall162@aol.com 
Date: Wed, 22 May 2013 05:08:26 -0400 
Subject: Environmental impact consultation 
To: Alison.Munro@hs2.org.uk 
CC: keribrennan@yahoo.co.uk; ickenhamresidents@hotmail.com; jones.lottie@gmail.com; 
omega63@blueyonder.co.uk; jeanette.t1970@yahoo.co.uk; DelmaBeebe@aol.com; HURDN@parliament.uk; 
peter.fry@hs2.org.uk 
 
 

Rt. Hon. John Randall MP 

Government Deputy Chief Whip 

  

 

  

HOUSE OF COMMONS 

LONDON SW1A 0AA 

  

Telephone 0207 219 6885 

Fax 01895 904914 

Email randallj@parliament.uk 

  

22 May 2013 

  

Dear Ms Munro 

  

I know that you are aware from various emails that you have received that there is a great deal of frustration and 
anger at the setting up of the meeting to discuss the draft environmental impact consultation in my constituency for the 
London Borough of Hillingdon. 

  

I have obviously been copied into your reply but I am now urging you if you feel it is to late to cancel this meeting to 
organise an additional meeting that can be properly notified to all those who naturally have a real concern about the 
impact of HS2. 

  

mailto:randallj@parliament.uk


I do feel that this is a priority for HS2 in order to maintain a feeling of good faith with my constituents and others in the 
London Borough of Hillingdon.  

  

I would hope that you will be able to consider what the best date would be and an accessible location. I am sure that 
stakeholders would be able to assist you with this matter.    

  

I have been in touch with Ministers about this matter as I do consider this to be very important indeed for all those who 
stand to be affected by the project. 

  

I look forward to hearing from you. 

  

Kind regards 

  

Yours sincerely 

  

John Randall   

  

 

 

 

Date: Mon, 20 May 2013 18:38:01 +0100 
Subject: Re: Draft ES Consultation Event - 23 May 
From: jones.lottie@gmail.com 
To: peter.fry@hs2.org.uk 
CC: alison.munro@hs2.org.uk; randallj@parliament.uk 

Dear Peter, 
 
Thank you for letting me know about the upcoming Ruislip event and 'briefing' for forum members.Given such 
short notice I am as yet unable to say whether I will be able to attend or not. 
 
Do you seriously consider that 3 days notice for such an important event is acceptable? 
Why are you assuming that forum members will not be at work at 1pm on a Thursday afternoon? 
I have already raised concerns with you that a community forum could not be substituted with a briefing - 
particularly on the day of the consultation event. 
I also raised concerns that given our past experience with HS2 Ltd, not enough would be done to inform the 
public about this event. 
 
It is clear that my request for assurances that things would be done properly this time have fallen on deaf ears. 



I requested assurance that more residents would be written to this time around - 500m from the proposed line 
was inadequate for the last consultation.However as far as I am aware, no residents have received a letter to 
inform them of this event at all!  I do not accept an advert in a local newspaper, a week in advance, is going 
nearly far enough to keep people informed.Nor am I reassured by HS2 Ltd promising to 'tweet' reminders of the 
event!  
How are those who don't happen to use Twitter - let alone the internet,or buy a local paper, supposed to find 
out about this event? 
 
You anticipate that the event will be ' very well attended '. I'm not quite sure how you can assume this when so 
little has been done to invite residents to attend! The venue is a significant distance away from those residents 
who are most affected by HS2 and is not well served by public transport. 
If events have been well attended in the past it is largely because they have been advertised to residents in 
advance by us. 
 
Once again HS2 Ltd are showing little regard for this local community and are not making the best possible 
effort to engage with us properly. 
I would like this to be considered as a formal complaint. 
 
Also under Freedom Of Information, if necessary, please answer the following questions. 
 
When was the venue booked for the Ruislip event on 23rd May 2013? 
Where has any other information advertising this event been placed? 
When was any other information advertising this event placed in any of these locations? 
 
 
On Behalf of Ruislip Against HS2 Lottie Jones. 
On Mon, May 20, 2013 at 12:53 PM, Peter Fry <peter.fry@hs2.org.uk> wrote: 
Dear Forum Member, 

  

As you will now be aware, the draft Environmental Statement (ES) and Route Refinement consultations were 
launched on 16 May.  

A consultation event for the South Ruislip/Ickenham Community Forum area is being held on 23 May at The 
Emerald Rooms, South Ruislip, West End Road, HA4 6QX.  We would like to offer forum members a dedicated 
briefing session during this event to keep you informed about the developments that have led to the 
publication of the draft ES, to discuss the consultation material and to give you the opportunity to ask any 
questions.  

We are expecting these events to be very well attended, so we propose holding the briefing towards the start 
when, from previous experience, there are likely to be fewer members of the public who would also wish to 
talk to HS2 Ltd staff.  As such the briefing for this event will be at 1pm on 23 May. We will of course be there for 
the whole event, from midday to 8pm if you are not able to attend the briefing session.  

To give us an indication of how many people to expect, I would be grateful if you could let me know if you plan 
to attend this briefing session.   

Peter. 

  

Peter Fry | Stakeholder Manager – London Metropolitan | HS2 Ltd 

mailto:peter.fry@hs2.org.uk


APPENDIX F 
 

Dear Mr Adams, your comments are noted. 

  

We have always tried to provide information to the community forums and with the draft ES where it has been 
available and appropriate to do so. Information has been gathered and assessed over a period of time and because 
of the timescales it has not been possible to present all the details of the project to the community forums. 

  

I imagine that you will already be doing so but I do need to ask you to respond to Parliament’s consultation on the 
Environmental Statement through the dedicated channels below: 

  

Complete a response form and either 

Email to: 

HS2PhaseOneBillES@dialoguebydesign.com 

Write to: 

FREEPOST RTEC-AJUT-GGHH 

HS2 Phase One Bill Environmental Statement 

PO Box 70178 

London 

WC1A 9HS 

Peter.  

  

From: Brian Adams [mailto:badams4848@hotmail.com]  

Sent: 06 January 2014 17:22 
To: Peter Fry 

Cc: alan.hayes@trinitymirror.com; Ickenham Residents; nick.hurd.mp@parliament.uk; contact@dronkarsahota.com 

Subject: HS2 Phase One Environmental Statement 

  

On behalf of the Ickenham Residents' Association 

  

HS2 Phase One  Environmental Statement 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/consultation_response_form_data/file/134/es-response-form.pdf
mailto:%20HS2PhaseOneBillES@dialoguebydesign.com


  

This latest Statement contains very major adverse impacts on Ickenham that have never been discussed in 
Community Forums and were not documented in the May 2013 Draft Environmental Statement.  We have been 
given only 56 days to respond – HS2 Ltd and government ministers have stated that this consultation is only 
confirmation of what has been discussed over the last 18 months. This is a complete misrepresentation: 

  

‘Sustainable placement of materials – 3m high in local fields’ ie the permanent dumping of waste across green 
belt fields in Ickenham and Harefield with the associated noise and pollution issues plus despoiling and forever 
changing our landscapes – CFA06 para 3.4.23/5.4.16/9.1.3 

  

Never discussed in Community Forums or documented in the Draft Environmental Statement. 

  

‘Temporary Factory in site between Harvil Road and Breakspear Road South to create concrete pre cast linings   
- CFA06 para 2.3. 

  

Never discussed in Community Forums or documented in the Draft Environmental Statement. 

  

Treatment of contaminated soils in site between Harvil Road and Breakspear Road South – CFA06 para 8.4.4 

  

Never discussed in Community Forums or documented in the Draft Environmental Statement. 

  

Compound between Harvil Road and Breakspear Road South to be active for 10 years – CFA06 2.3.41 and 
storing contaminated materials CFA06 8.4.21 

  

Never discussed in Community Forums or documented in the Draft Environmental Statement. 

  

(Note calling this site the Northolt Tunnel Compound is very confusing or perhaps intended to mislead.) 

  



The above are just some of the issues and errors we have found in the documents. The siting of three 
compounds in the Ickenham area with ‘signalisation’ is going to cause huge traffic congestion issues: CFA06 
para 12.4.21 

  

“Construction of the Proposed Scheme is forecast to result in increases in daily traffic flow (HGV or all traffic) causing a significant increase in 

traffic related locations in scenarios CW1 and CW2: major adverse effect(HGV) 

 B467 Swakeleys Road  

 Ickenham Road 

 Breakspear Road South 

 Harvil Road  

 Swakeleys Roundabout (A40 junction) –  

 Ladygate Lane ; 

 A40 eastbound off-slip to Swakeleys Roundabout 

 A40 westbound on-slip from Swakeleys” 

  

and our assessment is that your modelling is inadequate – it does not take exit congestion into account -  and 
has not used latest TfL or LBH data.  The resultant pollution: 

  

15,043, 600 Kgs of CO2 generated every year – In the Ickenham and West Ruislip area 

77 Kgs of NO2 emissions generated every year – In the Ickenham and West Ruislip area 

775 Kgs of Diesel particulates generated every year – In the Ickenham and West Ruislip area 

  

Is very worrying particularly as some are Travel to School routes and the increase in Diesel Particulates and N02 
emissions is a real hazard for the school children who use this route. 

  

Your chapter on socio economics unbelievably ignores the economic damage to local businesses and persons 
throughout the London Borough of Hillingdon with the thousands of hours that will be lost waiting in traffic 
queues.  

  

Everything written in these documents demonstrates once again that HS2 has no respect for the Ickenham 
community. You have constantly refused to hold consultation events convenient to our community and your 



organisation (paid for by us the taxpayers) is not even willing to have events for this consultation. You are 
leaving it to local voluntary organisations like us to have to inform our communities. 

  

I am copying our elected representatives in the hope that they will stand up for their constituents and oppose 
this project and save our community from this horror story. 

  

  
Brian Adams 

Ickenham Residents Association 
07831 309 631 

  

Click here to report this email as spam. 
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APPENDIX G 

 

From: Brian Adams [mailto:badams4848@hotmail.com]  
Sent: 24 June 2013 12:13 

To: HURD, Nick; BRIGGS, Hannah 

Cc: Ickenham Residents 
Subject: Your meeting with Alison Munro - June 27 

  

On behalf of Ickenham Residents' Association 

  
Overriding question:  what is the point of the Draft Environmental Statement ; it is silent on all the 
significant impacts, peak noise, construction noise, air quality, journey times (during construction), economic 
impact, and is only 1/11th of the length of the planned final ES? 
  
In addition we have some specific questions: 

1.       Why has Ms Munro not replied to our email dated 25 May 2013 

  

2.     Construction Period  

  

At the local Community Forums we were told the construction period in Ickenham would be 5 years 
(excluding Heathrow spurs). Mr Peter Fry of HS2 Ltd stated on BBC TV when announcing the Ealing tunnel 
that the tunnel would reduce construction time by 18 months. The Draft Environmental Statement shows a 
construction period in Ickenham of 7 years (or 8 years plus 2 years commissioning in the project plan).   

  

The Construction sites at West Ruislip and Harvil Road show heavy dependency upon HGV movements. The 
roads in Ickenham & Ruislip are already heavily congested.  HS2 engineers at Information Days admit traffic 
congestion could impact the construction period. 

  

HS2 Ltd need to re appraise their plans and publish accurate data with updated costs.  They also need to 
publish impact on journey times and the consequential economic impact. 

  

3.       Air pollution 

  

In May 2013 the UK Supreme Court found UK  government was failing in its legal duty to protect people 
against air pollution. 



  

The LBH Environmental Services Map stresses that the Hillingdon Circus Junction already shows levels of 
pollution almost equal to the environment seen only at Heathrow Airport. Ickenham is highly susceptible to 
air pollution, the exhaust emissions caused by the increasing traffic passing through the area is noticeably 
worse.  On each of the three roads crossing the A40 in Hillingdon European air quality standards are already 
breached.  

  

The Draft Environmental Statement is completely lacking in data on the impact on air quality of construction 
traffic,  24 hour movement of waste extracted from tunnel, handling of waste at Harvil Road site, diesel 
refuelling facilities.  It took the Association only 24 hours to calculate the air pollution that would be caused 
by the HGV traffic movements; we used standard available models.   

  

We cannot believe that HS2 Ltd having spent millions of pounds of taxpayers money does not have resources 
to calculate these impacts.   

  

Is this ‘silence’ deliberate as they know their plans would put the UK government further in breach of its 
legal duty ? 

  

4.       Noise Pollution 

  

The true operational noise (peak not meaningless average) of HS2 trains is not shown in the Draft 
Environmental Statement. If they have calculated the average they must know what the peak is.  

  

The ‘averaged’ numbers shown will make life unbearable for many households in Ickenham but with a 
proposed 36 trains an hour our residents deserve to know what will be the true experience. 

  

There is no noise pollution data on 24 hour movement of waste extracted from tunnels, handling of waste at 
Harvil Road site and construction traffic.  

  

  

5. Heathrow to Euston Spur 



  

We have repeatedly asked what is the purpose of the Heathrow to Euston spur and never received a 
response. The service specification on which the business case is based shows no usage of this spur. (The 
service specification shows 4 trains per hour (combined directions) on the Heathrow- North spur). 

  

As this London facing 'spur' has been cited as a reason for not extending the tunnel beyond Ickenham this is 
a very critical issue for Ickenham. 

  

6. Community Forums  

  

The local Community Forums have created many issues which have yet to be resolved. At the 25 february 
2013 meeting as we once again run out of time on important topics and the participants requested that 
there be another Forum on April 11. HS2 Ltd agreed to consider this but cancelled the meeting and did not 
provide road traffci data which we had requested. 

  

Brian Adams 

Ickenham Residents Association 

07831 309 631 
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APPENDIX H 

 

Draft Environment Statement - Response by Ickenham Residents Association   

 

FW: Draft Environment Statement - Response by Ickenham Residents 

Association  

Ickenham Residents  

10/07/2013  

To: HS2draftES@dialoguebydesign.com  

 

 
 
Sirs 
Please find below our response to the Draft Environment Statement  
  

  

1.      Introduction 

This response is based upon the document HS2 Draft Environment Statement Community Forum Report 6 
South Ruislip to Ickenham and Volume 2: CFA6 Maps. Hereafter called the dES. 

  

The Ickenham Residents Association represents 3500 households – over 70% of the households in Ickenham. 
Ickenham is a historic village within the London Borough of Hillingdon. 

  

We find much of the information provided both inadequate and misleading. We believe that this Consultation is 
a highly expensive waste of taxpayer money. HS2 Ltd has already responded to complaints by stating that the 
dES is “only a work in progress and a snapshot” and we therefore have no confidence that our comments will 
be treated seriously. 

  

The consultation period and lack of information for such a key aspect of a major infrastructure project is totally 
inadequate. 

  

  

Ickenham has been under threat from blight from both the construction and eventual operation of HS2 
since the first announcement. This threat was further increased with the announcement of Heathrow 
spurs. 



The implications in the dES are far worse than ever anticipated; there are significant issues with 
construction sites, traffic movements, air quality, threats to the local economy, noise pollution, visual 
impact and damage to a local ancient monument.  

2.     Community Forum Engagement (section 2.5) 

The dES is written as if our community was aware through the Community Forums of the major 
construction sites, construction periods and general construction blight. This is totally untrue; much of this 
information is new and demonstrates a total lack of  understanding of Ickenham and the issues these 
proposals will cause. 

  

Requests for further information and assistance have been routinely ignored and suggestions for 
mitigation such as extending the tunnel have been ruled out without considering the costs of 
compensation, disruption to the local economy and thousands of households and environmental issues. 

  

It is obvious that major decisions have been made without assessing the impacts and without proper 
consideration of alternatives. 

  

HS2’s handling of Community Forums has not respected the provisions (or spirit) of the Aarhus Convention 
which enables ’public participation’ in environmental decision making. 

3.     Route Section Main Alternatives (section 2.6) 

This section ignores the only sensible environmental solution which is to extend the ‘Ruislip’ tunnel beyond 
Ickenham and the Colne Valley and locate construction sites alongside the M25. 

  

This would avoid many years of construction blight (air and noise pollution) for thousands of Ruislip and 
Ickenham households, traffic chaos, disruption to the local economy and would save local amenities such 
as Ruislip Rifle Club, Ruislip Golf Club and HOAC. 

  

It is obvious the ‘professionals’ who have decided to locate two major construction sites in Ickenham and 
facilitate  the construction with over 3000 lorry movements per day have no understanding of the current 
congestion on the local  roads and the impact this would have on their construction periods.    

  

4.     Construction – CoCP 

The main thrust of the responsibility for delivering the requirements of the Code has been placed on the 
contractors.  There is little or no reference to enforcement or the role of HS2 Ltd in this.  Neither is there 
any reference to the London Borough of Hillingdon and the exercise of their statutory duties and 



obligations.  This means that enforcement of the Code’s provisions is weak and it appears that there will be 
no one who has responsibility for ensuring that contractors adhere to it. 

  

There are insufficient independent controls in place to safeguard the local community from the adverse 
impact of HS2.   Appropriate ‘procedures’ and control ‘measures’ should be agreed with local authorities 
before implementation. 

  

Requirements for Noise and Dust Emissions should be based on the NPPF Technical Guidance for Minerals 
issued by the Department for Communities and Local Government in March 2012, which should be 
regarded as the minimum acceptable. 

  

As happens on other projects, HS2 limited should pay the local authorities to employ additional, project-
dedicated Environmental Health Officers (EHO’s), to monitor and ensure that these agreed  ‘procedures’ 
and control ‘measures’ are in place and are being complied with. 

  

The local authority EHO’s should also have the powers to suspend the works should the agreed control 
measures be breached, until more rigorous measures have been put in place. 

  

Apart from works that have to be carried out on a 24/7 basis, e.g. tunnelling, no work should be permitted 
on Sundays except with the prior agreement of the local authority.  Applications must be made 14 days in 
advance and the work to be done specified in detail.  Bank Holidays hours should be the same as 
Saturdays. 

Bearing in mind that half the archaeological sites excavated during the construction of HS1 were unknown 
before work started, HS2 Ltd should also pay for local authorities to employ dedicated archaeologists to 
maintain an effective watching brief.  The principals of Planning Policy Statement 5, issued in 2010, should 
be applied to sites affected by any aspect of work  

5.     Construction Working Hours 

Working hours are noted generally as 0800 to 1800 weekdays and 0800 to 1300 on Saturdays. 

However the following activities are not limited to core working hours: 

 One hour start up and close down at each end of the normal working hours 

 Earthworks 

 Concrete pours 

 Piling and diaphragm walling 

 Plant maintenance 

 Materials deliveries 



  

Therefore most of the major activities associated with the construction phase are not limited to core 
working hours. 

In addition, the contractor must conform to core working hours for other construction activities ‘as far as 
reasonably practicable or unless otherwise permitted’ (presumably by HS2). We have grave concerns that 
the totally inadequate assessment that HS2 Ltd have performed in developing this dES would mean 
contractors would be forced to work outside core working hours and this clause does not provide the 
rigour and independent monitoring and enforcement required to safeguard the local community. 

6.     Construction Noise (section 11) 

The dES provides no useful information and we object to the wording – ‘temporary effects of construction 
traffic’.  Construction periods which may exceed 7 years cannot be considered ‘temporary’.  

The lack of any explanation of how construction noise or vibration effects would lead to households 
receiving noise insulation or re housing is reprehensible. 

Contractors should obtain consents from the relevant local authority under Section 61 (s.61) of the Control 
of Pollution Act 1974 (CoPA) for the proposed construction works. There is not however provision in the 

COCP for failure to reach agreement with the local authority. Nor does the COCP define actions to be 
taken if the agreed s.61 levels are breached and does not include for independent monitoring, control 
and enforcement, to safeguard the local community. 

7.     Construction Air Quality (section 4 and section 12) 

The dES provides no useful information and seems to ignore the impact of construction sites, 24/7 tunnel 
waste movements and construction traffic.   

During the construction of HS1, a local councillor stated that ‘construction had meant disruption, 
temporary road closures and diversions and a lot of dust over a couple of years.’ 

HS1 was an exemplar project and construction of HS2 will largely employ the same designers, 
contractors and technology used on HS1, so the impact on the community will be similar. 

With regard to Section 7 of the COCP, 

  

 ‘Erection of hoardings or other barriers along the site boundary’ will not mitigate to any significant 
degree, dust arising from earthworks and transportation of spoil 

 Dump trucks operating within the site boundary will not be sheeted 

 Spoil material stockpiles are too large to be adequately watered or sheeted 

 Even haul roads surfaced with granular material will generate dust under heavy trafficking 

 Excavation and depositing of spoil in live working areas will not be on hard standing.  

  

Significant emissions of dust are a natural consequence of major earthworks and the extent of emissions 
may be reduced by watering but never eliminated. No trigger levels for dust emissions have been 

included in the COCP. In addition, though the ‘relevant local authorities will be consulted regarding the 



monitoring procedures to be implemented,’ there is no allowance for the rigour of independent 
monitoring and enforcement required to safeguard the local community 

  

Section 12 – Appendix 5 shows construction will cause traffic movements in excess of 3300 goods vehicles 
plus passenger vehicles for three shifts of c350 workers per day for a minimum of 7 years.  Our analysis of 
this HGV traffic load which will often be stationary in traffic jams shows the following emissions: 

Over 4 ½ million Kgs of CO2 generated every year 

25,000 Kgs of NOx emissions generated every year 

Over 230,000 grammes of diesel particulates every year  

(Calculations based on 3200 traffic movements per day) 

  

On each of the three roads crossing the A40 in Hillingdon European air quality standards are already 
breached.  

  

The dES also gives no information on air pollution from the tunnel waste which will be removed by 
conveyor 24 hrs/day from the tunnel portal at West Ruislip affecting residents in The Greenway, Hoylake 
Crescent, Copthall Road West and children attending Breakspear Primary & Junior school which is located 
in Bushey Road just off Hoylake Crescent. 

  

The waste is then dumped in fields in the ‘Harvil Road Construction Site’ affecting residents in Copthall 
Road West, Harvil Road and  Breakspear Road South. This waste will then be moved again either for 
removal by a railhead or by road affecting the same roads above.  

  

In May 2013 the UK Supreme Court found the UK government was failing in its legal duty to protect 
people against air pollution. The dES is silent on how Hs2 Ltd will not cause further contravention.  

8.     Threat to local economy (section10) 

The dES provides no assessment of the costs to the local economy of North Middlesex caused by the 
construction traffic and road closures.  

  

Ickenham roads provide the commuting routes for residents throughout North Middlesex for access to 
their jobs in Uxbridge, Stockley Park, Heathrow and for accessing the A40/M40/M25. Today these roads 
are jammed during commuting hours and school run periods; there are particular pinch points – Swakeleys 



Road/Ickenham High Road, Swakeleys Road/Breakspear Road South, Swakeleys Road /Harvil Road and 
Swakeleys Road/Swakeleys/Roundabout/A40 slip roads. 

  

The dES states that these in excess of 3300 movements each day will use these specific roads to provide 
access to the A40 for construction and waste movements. 

There will be a total standstill of traffic, preventing people reaching their places of work. schools, doctors 
and hospitals. Local businesses will be unable to function. 

9.     Traffic and Transport (Section 12) 

The view of the Ickenham Residents Association is that the conclusions arrived at within the assessment is 
incorrect and that the proposals will cause severe disruption.  

  

The assessments are based on flawed and or outdated information and do not include any committed 
development or current planning applications, such as the Master Brewer proposals from Tesco or 
Morrison’s, Glebe School  or the development at Ickenham Park and are therefore understated. 

  

The assessment, by its own admission, is based on “limited traffic flow information” derived from sample 
manual counts that do not include the two primary transportation routes proposed.  

An extremely important point to note is that the data from these manual counts has not been made 
available and cannot therefore be validated or challenged. 

  

The survey makes use of a number of transport related modelling tools namely the TfL Railplan Model and 
the (WeLHAM) West London Highway Assignment Model.  

  

The traffic assessment has used WeLHAM data from 2009, which is not only out of date but  simplistically 
details two way traffic flow and not the resulting impact on any key traffic junctions in the area, such as the 
junction of Long Lane, Ickenham High Road and Swakeleys Road, an existing pinch point. 

The impact of any enabling works and or utilities diversions has not been included or considered and 
therefore any conclusion is understated. 

  

In summary, the conclusions that vent shaft and tunnel construction will only lead to a 10% and 30% 
increase in traffic are simplistic and incorrect. The resultant increase in vehicle movements will see 
existing traffic junctions exceeding their capacity and the resultant saturation will cause severe traffic 
disruption.  



Key Points 

WeLHAM Modelling (12.3.6) 

The assessment and modelling only covers the “typical morning Peak” but no detail has been provide over 
when the surveys were undertaken.   

The assessment cannot accurately reflect the impact on traffic within the area, without modelling the p.m. 
Peaks, which recent surveys show to be much higher. 

Traffic flow information and sample counts (12.3.7) 

No data provided on the sample traffic counts undertaken, which means the conclusions cannot be tested 
and or verified. 

No supporting data from the WeLHAM model provided, meaning the locations modelled and the 
conclusions and assumptions for the 2012 base case cannot be verified/tested. 

The WeLHAM model for the key routes of Harvil Road and Breakspear Road South are from 2009 and will 
therefore not include the increased vehicular traffic resulting from the changes at the Uxbridge recycling 
centre, the Dogs Trust and the LBH domestic waste depot.  

Diversionary effects from enabling works (12.3.9) 

As no modelling has be undertaken for any utilities diversion works required, the impact assessment is 
understated. 

Creation of Baseline Data (12.4.2) 

Please provide the data used to model the impacts 

Sample Traffic Counts (12.4.4) 

Recent traffic surveys undertaken by Robert West on behalf of the London Borough of Hillingdon on the 
30th May 2012 show the morning peak two way traffic volume to be nearer 1900 vehicles, against the 
1,400 in the HS2 report. 

  

When added to the p.m. peak, this figure doubles, which means the calculation used to assume traffic will 
increase by 10%-30% is statistically flawed.  

  

The sample traffic counts and modelling undertaken do not take into account the recent housing 
development at Ickenham Park, the proposed extension to Glebe School in Ickenham, or the proposed 
supermarkets at the Master Brewer junction with Long Lane and the A40.  

  



It should be noted that the Robert West survey shows that Glebe School alone will put the following 
junctions, which form part of your proposed routes over capacity by 2018, with a further 13% increase by 
2028: 

         Long Lane/Swakeleys Road/Ickenham High Road 

         Glebe Road/Long Lane 

         Hillingdon Circus 

  

The dES does not take into account the change in use of the Uxbridge skips and recycling centre and the 
LBH domestic recycling centre in Harvil road and the associated increase in vehicular traffic. 

The above shows the assessment is flawed. 

  

Bus routes  (12.4.6) 

 This section states that there are no bus stops in the Breakspear Road South Area and only one bus stop in 
Harvil Road, yet 12.5.13 assumes the “majority of construction employees would arrive on public 
transport”. The dES does not explain how this will happen. 

Accident Data (12.4.8) 

Harvil Road was subject to a fatal collision in 2012, which has resulted in requests for additional traffic 
calming and increased police activity. 

 Forecast traffic flow increases (12.5.4) 

The dES needs to provide the supporting data for the baseline calculations and those which show how the 
traffic increase of 10% and 30% has been derived. Without the data used to model these increases the 
assumptions cannot be tested and indeed the forecast increases are cast into doubt. 

The dES should also provide data on how the forecast increase in traffic volumes will impact the trafficated 
junctions on the proposed routes, using industry recognised models. This will allow a direct comparison to 
be undertaken with the surveys undertaken in 2012 by Robert West on behalf of the London Borough of 
Hillingdon, which show junction saturation by 2018, without any other increase in traffic volume other 
than that generated by the school extension. These conclusions were as the result of a relatively small 
increase in car volumes of fewer than 111 trips in the a.m. peak, an increase on the scale proposed by HS2 
are of a different order. 

We are of the opinion, that the traffic movements indicated in Table 23, section 12.5.3, will cause severe 
congestion within the Ickenham and Ruislip area 

10.           Land Quality (section 8) 

The dES once again demonstrates a lack of understanding and a proper assessment of the local impacts. 



The Draft ES acknowledges that there could be water issues but they are not identified in the document. 
There were three occasions during 2012/3 winter that Breakspear Road South was flooded in the vicinity of 
the Chiltern Line Bridge; the water flows from the direction of Harvil Road where the construction site will 
be located. With the removal of the top soil at the construction site and the compaction of heavy 
machinery the runoff will increase. Instead of absorption into the soil, surface water contaminated with 
clay particles, spilt diesel, oil and contaminants from the excavated tunnel soil will flow in greater quantity 
into the moat and River Pinn with a potential serious effect on the waterlife  and wild life of the 
surrounding area.  

The dES makes reference to vehicle accommodation on the construction site but has no detail on the 
refuelling proposals for the construction vehicles and how the impact on the environment will be 
mitigated. 

11. Operational Noise 

 Chart .SV-01-09 Operational Sound Contour Map describes the potential noise levels when HS2 becomes 
operational.  This chart shows that noise levels close to the line would reach >70DB and many Ickenham 
households would be affected by levels in the excess of 60 Db. This chart however does not give an 
accurate measurement of the actual experience of the noise created by each train. It is an ‘average’ 
experience which explains why the noise levels shown are lower during the night when fewer trains are 
running. The dES acknowledges these noise levels will have significant effect on ‘dwelling’s. 

  

The dES claims that in our area trains would run at 320km per hour in the open 

sections and less in tunnels. It is worth observing that 320 km per hour is the running 

speed of the French TGV Thalys and TGV Duplex and the pass-by noise levels for the Thalys is 93 decibels 
and for the Duplex 92 db, both measured at 25m (see Morgan and Pelling p.6). 

  

The dES confirms that initially up to 14 trains per hour would pass in each direction, 28 per hour in total 
and that this would rise to “a potential maximum of 18 trains per hour in each direction, 36 per hour in 
total should Phase Two also become fully operational.” Such frequency would mean there would be no 
period of silence between the sound of 1 train passing and another approaching, something nobody could 
live with without damaging their health. Homes would be subject to constant noise even with windows 
closed and double glazing and for many the use of their gardens would be impossible. 

  

Whilst the World Health Organisation (WHO) is happy that the equivalent continuous sound level method 
is suitable for measuring “continuing sounds such as road traffic noise” it does not view the use of this 
method alone as adequate when “there are distinct events to the noise such as with aircraft or railway 
noise”. For such intermittent noise sources the WHO recommends that “measures of the individual events 
should be obtained in addition”.  

  



High speed trains create a lot of noise.  At speeds greater than 250 km/h, the proportion of high-frequency 
sound energy increases and the noise can be perceived as similar to that of overflying jet aircraft (WHO).  
The pantographs, the projections from the top of the trains that connect it to the power lines, create 
significant levels of noise.  Spanish research on trains travelling at 300 kpm found the pantograph noise 
was up to 128 dB which is very loud indeed.  Special problems can arise in areas close to tunnels, in valleys 
or in areas where the ground conditions help generate vibrations.   

  

According to the World Health Organisation guidelines on Community Noise it should not exceed 50 dB 
during the day “to protect the majority of people from being moderately annoyed during the daytime”.   At 
night it should not be more than 40 dB at night.  However the WHO also says that “most countries in 
Europe have adopted 40 dB as the maximum allowable level for new developments”. According to the 
WHO “the lower value [of 40 dB] should be considered the maximum allowable sound pressure level for all 
new developments whenever feasible”. 

  

Because sound travels in different ways in different circumstances there is no one way to reduce it.  Sound 
reduction barriers can be effective but only if they are carefully designed for the source of the noise (eg 
they must be high enough) and for the place they are to be used.  The use of sound barriers parallel to the 
track to mitigate noise is limited in effect. The 51M Group in their two papers on sound barriers suggest 
that 2m high barriers may reduce noise by between 5db and 10db and up to 15db for barriers 3 to 4 
metres high. This would suggest a maximum possible reduction to 78db or 77db for a train running at 
320km per hour like the Thalys or Duplex . 

  

‘Bunds’ ie embankments of earth are not very effective because the sound curves over them.  Tree planting is 
ineffective.  These are the two sorts of noise mitigation being proposed by HS2 Ltd. 

12.           Vibration Effect (section 11) 

The dES is completely lacking in any information in what is meant by the vibration effect and how 
households and businesses will be affected, this is considered to be totally unacceptable at this stage of 
the project. 

The dES makes reference to vibration for certain roads during construction and Blenheim Care Centre 
when HS2 is operational.  

13.           Impact on buildings & local facilities 

The new Harvil Road Construction site threatens one of England‘s ancient monuments Brackenbury 
House.  See Appendix 1 

  

The Draft ES states that Blenheim Care Centre – a residential home for the elderly near West Ruislip station 
– will be affected by vibration. 

  



Ruislip Rifle Club will be closed. 

  

Ruislip Golf Club will be unable to function during construction and will in all probability have to close, due 
to loss of part of the course and continuous high noise levels from passing trains which players would 
obviously find unendurable. 

  

Hillingdon Outdoor Activity Centre (a facility used by schools, clubs and individuals from across  London) 
will be permanently closed. 

14.           Summary 

The dES contains significant threats to the health, jobs and quality of life for residents of Ickenham both 
during construction and thereafter by the operation of HS2. The Draft ES does not contain solutions to any 
of these issues and has numerous key omissions.  

  

Our experience in the Community Forums has left us with no trust in HS2 Ltd being able to understand or 
wish to resolve these issues. 

  

It is apparent that HS2 Ltd has not wished to understand the consequences of their proposals; construction 
as envisaged in these documents cannot be achieved within the timescales and with any regard to the 
community.  

  

The only sensible environmental solution to avoid many years of construction blight for thousands of 
households, combined with difficulty in selling their property and a loss in property values, disruption to 
the local economy and to save local amenities is to extend the tunnel beyond Ickenham and the Colne 
Valley and locate construction sites alongside the M25.  

Appendix 1 Brackenbury House 

Brackenbury House, Breakspear Road South, Ickenham, UB10 8HB. 

History  

Brackenbury House (erroneously called Brackenbury Farm by HS2) is a Grade II listed manor house situated 
in Breakspear Road South, Ickenham. It has been described by a representative of English Heritage at 
Hillingdon Council as the finest listed building in private hands in the Borough of Hillingdon. 

A photograph of the moat was used as the front cover of English Heritage’s latest booklet entitled ‘Moats, 
ponds and Ornamental Lakes in the Historic Environment ‘. 



It is described in Pevsner’s ‘A History Of Middlesex Vol. 111’. 

One wing was built in approx.1570 and the other in 1670 on the site of a previous house which was 
partially destroyed by fire in 1660.The back wall of the present house dates back to 1400 and no moats 
were built in this area after the 13th Century. 

Landscaping 

  

Brackenbury House is situated in a rural setting and looks over beautiful fields and mature trees (some 400 
years old) to the west. This view will become a building and construction site until 2024 at the earliest. 

Vibration. 

No one appears certain about vibration, wind effects or Rayleigh waves from trains travelling at these 
speeds. 

Like all mediaeval buildings Brackenbury has no or scant foundations and there are serious concerns about 
the effects of the above on the structure of the house. 

Land Drainage. 

Rain, falling on the fields to the west of Brackenbury (the site of the proposed construction site) at present 
flows away in two directions. Some flows towards the dip at the back of Copthall Farm and then into a one 
metre + diameter pipe which passes beneath a Brackenbury field to drain into the River Pinn. At places this 
pipe is 10 metres below the surface. The rest of the surface water (the greater part) flows into field drains 
and ditches and into the moat, and from there into the ditch alongside Breakspear Road South, under the 
road and into the River Pinn. 

With the removal of the top soil at the construction site and the compaction of heavy machinery the run 
off will increase. Instead of absorption into the soil, surface water contaminated with clay particles, spilt 
diesel, oil and contaminants from the excavated tunnel soil will flow in greater quantity into the moat and 
River Pinn with a serious effect on the waterlife. 

 
 
June Reyner 
  
On behalf of the Ickenham Residents' Association 

 

 


